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On Instagram, where visibility is paramount, mothers in Turkey navigate the trad-
itional belief in the evil eye (nazar) by redefining a new consensus for sharing
infant images. These mothers create a unique visual habit of sharing that both
shields and showcases, reshaping what is deemed “Instagrammable.” Drawing on
a digital ethnography of 65 Instagram profiles and an online survey, this study
examines the visual and linguistic maneuvers mothers employ to protect infants
from the malevolent gaze while negotiating the visibility of the mother and child.
The research highlights how mothers’ sharing, editing, and framing choices,
mapped under “Protective Partiality” and “Eliciting Safeguard,” reflect the
ongoing politics of visibility, balancing cultural traditions with contemporary
digital practices. This study contributes to the understanding of contemporary
motherhood’s performance and negotiation on Instagram, offering insights into the
complexities of visual culture.

INTRODUCTION1

In the age of social media, dominated by visually-driven platforms, Instagram
has quickly emerged as a key platform in the daily social media habits of
numerous individuals. Instagram is pivotal not only for daily social interac-
tions but also in sculpting contemporary visual cultures. The platform has
introduced new photographic conventions and esthetic values (Manovich,
2017), thereby expanding the scope of what and who is considered photo-
graphable (Bourdieu, 1965). In this digital era, the criteria for what is deemed
photo-worthy have been redefined, encompassing the ordinary and mundane
aspects of everyday life. Furthermore, Instagram has altered how individuals
share and commemorate significant life events, such as the arrival of a
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newborn, often serving as a platform for seeking validation through likes, a
phenomenon Murray (2015, 490) terms “compulsive self-representation.” This
habit, coupled with motherhood, is frequently dubbed “social media mother-
hood” and “sharenting,”2 prompting mothers to eagerly share their childbirth
experiences and newborn images as a form of micro-blogging. Even more,
pregnancy nowadays begins with the sharing of pictures of ultrasounds online,
beginning the baby’s visibility before they are even visible in the visible world.
Leaver and Nansen (2017, 1) have observed that the sharing of images and vid-
eos of infants has become increasingly normalized. Nonetheless, the interplay
between social media, motherhood, and sharing practices can vary among indi-
viduals. Specifically in Turkey, Instagram users may conform to the
“Instagrammable esthetic” (Caldeira, 2020), along with the new norms of what
is deemed worthy of photography, yet the unwritten rules and limits regarding
what can be made visible and what stays hidden, especially concerning mater-
nal and infant imagery, continue to generate ongoing tensions. This tension
between the visible and the invisible, the shown and the hidden, the public
and private, is evident within the context of some mothers’ Instagram profiles
and their sharing choices. Those profiles belong to middle to upper-class
women who align with the values promoted by the dominant political ideol-
ogy in Turkey or those who are closely tied to their traditions and cultural
values.
Imagine scrolling through your Instagram feed and encountering a family

photograph, a typical celebratory image created to announce the birth of a
baby. But with a curious twist: the newborn, the main subject of the photo, is
obscured by an emoji. This represents an absurd yet fascinating way of sharing
and announcing a newborn on social media. It is common to see examples
where babies are dressed in special outfits adorned with flowers, prepared for
the 40-day mevl€ud – an Islamic celebration for newborns. However, mothers
often choose to digitally obscure the baby’s face using emojis such as a flower,
evil eye, heart, star, or even a smiley emoji. This kind of posting choice among
a particular group of mothers is not uncommon. “I only shared my baby with
an emoji on her face for 40days as there is pressure on me about the evil eye.”
This is how one mother describes her posting preference when it comes to
sharing images of her newborn: instead of not sharing, she shares the photo-
graph but with a retouch – disguising the face, not fully revealing the baby.
There is a showing, but it is partial. Visibility is controlled.
Indeed, this basic retouch can thus be discussed in the realm of the evil eye

(nazar) folk belief and the emoji sticker might be seen as a “post-modern evil
eye bead,” blocking the evil gazes digitally and allowing the mother to share
photographs of her infant. Through these editing choices, she participates in
modern “sharenting” motivation without conflicting with Turkish tradition and
values and her hesitations and fears about the evil look. Indeed, various emojis
are used to obstruct the gaze of the “other” by acting as “digital shields.” This
research regards the methods and modifications, which allow for the sharing of
potentially envy-inducing moments, as encapsulating a novel and peculiar
Instagrammable esthetic. These protective choices extend beyond the purely visual
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domain, encompassing distinctive linguistic rhetoric observable in post descrip-
tions, captions, comments, and hashtags. Additionally, the feedback manifested
in comments further compounds this dimension and adds interaction.
Collectively, these elements transform conventional photographic images into
interesting multi-faceted digital artifacts. By looking at these examples of
Instagram posts, one can analyze new forms of self-representation and practices
of social media use that reveal some not elaborated nuances.

Modernity is characterized as an ocular concept – predominantly concerned
with visibility – while tradition is often portrayed as shrouded in obscurity
and hiddenness, happening out of sight. Jenks (1995), for example, argues that
“looking, seeing, and knowing have become perilously intertwined,” so that
“the modern world is very much a ‘seen’ phenomenon” (Jenks, 1995, 1-2).
Mirzoeff contends that the visual realm and its accompanying culture play cru-
cial roles in contemporary societies, not only due to the proliferation of visual
imagery but also because our apprehension and comprehension of the world
are increasingly mediated through visual experiences. Mirzoeff’s assertion,
“seeing is a great deal more than believing these days,” (1998, 4), underscores
the profound impact of visuality on contemporary epistemologies.

In this context, the visibility of individuals, particularly women, assumes sig-
nificance in defining their roles and identities within society. A newborn
becoming visible allows women to become “real” mothers – as if, without vis-
ual proof, it might not have performed. Thus, women seem to navigate the
demand for visibility. The validation of motherhood seems to depend on tan-
gible signs of maternal status, as well as its visibility and representation on
digital platforms. Instagram is widely used and recognized for its significant
role in constructing and performing one’s identity (see Lister et al. 2009, 268–
69; L€ovheim 2004, 59–60; Turkle 1995, Van Dijck 2013, G€und€uz 2017). It serves
as an extension of people’s everyday lives, providing a space where individu-
als can develop and enhance the personas they portray. Erving Goffman’s con-
cept of performance (1959) defines performance as “all the activity of a given
participant on a given occasion which serves to influence in any way any of
the other participants.” In the context of this research, Instagram operates both
as an avenue for identity construction and as a mechanism to perpetuate spe-
cific behavioral paradigms, thus fortifying relational bonds within particular
digital communities. According to Serafinelli (2017, 98), users compile online
social networks “in order to maintain and reinforce social ties with people they
already know.” Within this construction, online social relationships move pro-
gressively toward an increased employment of imageries (images and
exchanges of photos) to generate and manage connections. Nested within these
digital networks, certain sociocultural values are continuously reaffirmed, rit-
uals get perpetuated, and the guidelines of a new way of existing online are
set. I contend that such Instagram users produce a genre of emoji-blocked
baby photographs by taking advantage of the supernatural function of the
traditional evil eye to attract and control visual attention.

In this article, I investigate the driving force behind the posting practices
introduced above, as well as how some users have utilized Instagram
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differently and in a unique manner. Mothers, by utilizing Instagram in a cus-
tomized manner, create a new Instagrammable esthetic with distinct codes for
sharing infant photographs. The reason behind can be tracked in the political
and social context of Turkey. This article situates Turkey as a predominantly
Muslim country, acknowledging its unique position at the intersection of trad-
itional Islamic values and modern secular dynamics. Beyond the surface-level
imagery, these photographs become an arena for Turkish mothers’ oscillation
between tradition and modernity, blending habits with customs, and oscillating
between fate and superstition, seen and unseen, belief and skepticism. Which
reflects the larger complexities of a society grappling with its traditional roots
in an ever-evolving digital landscape. In this sense, this work recognizes that
its subject is not limited to folkloric rituals revolving around the traditional
culture of the evil eye; instead, it is also related to the politics of visibility. I
argue that new mothers apply various tactics to the photographs they share,
not only to symbolically protect their children from the evil eye but also to
avoid conflict with the prevailing discourses and cultural habits surrounding
this superstition. At the level of everyday life, the mothers manifest as a nego-
tiation regarding the hierarchies of public visibility, alongside the mothers’
desire to represent and perform their contemporary motherhood experiences
on social media. Moreover, this approach can also be seen as a potentially
empowering practice, as Tiidenberg mentions (2018), and with this holding a
certain everyday political potential in terms of visibility. Consequently, while
these unique, edited representations of mothers and infants may seem personal
and focus on seemingly mundane matters, their negotiating characteristics
engage them in wider discussions against dominant power structures, making
their contributions undeniable and worth studying.
In recent years, there has been a growing body of academic literature that

focuses on the field of online ethnography (Beaulieu, 2004; Hine, 2000;
Kozinets, 2015; Boellstorff et al. 2012; and Pink, 2012). This aligns with an
expanding corpus of anthropological scholarship that investigates social media
platforms and behaviors, as evidenced by the works of Marwick and Boyd
(2011), Pink (2012), and Postill (2012). With the emergence of Web 2.0 and the
widespread adoption of social media platforms and activities, many new
opportunities for scholars specializing in internet ethnography to conduct
innovative fieldwork remain. Boellstorff et al. (2012) contend that ethnography
remains fundamentally unchanged even when conducted online. Others intro-
duce new terminology for describing their study, such as “virtual ethno-
graphy” (Hine, 2000), or “cyber ethnography” (Robinson & Schulz, 2009), or
argue that ethnographic research conducted on the Internet should have its
own designation, such as “netnography” (Kozinets, 2015). Postill and Pink
(2012, 124) even suggest that social media ethnography crafts unique
“ethnographic spaces” that intersect both online and offline contexts, character-
ized by collaboration, participation, openness, and public engagement.
Regarding Instagram as an “ethnographic space,” this research conducts a
qualitative visual analysis of the visuals shared on public profiles on
Instagram’s “platform vernacular” (Gibbs et al., 2015). It aims to describe
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commonalities in this peculiar way of sharing. In this sense, this study draws
inspiration from varied methodologies. By combining the qualitative visual
methodologies outlined by Gillian Rose (2007) and following Underberg and
Zorn, who define digital ethnography3 as “a method for representing real-life
cultures through combining the characteristic features of digital media with the
elements of story” (Underberg & Zorn, 2013), it aims to provide a holistic
understanding of online visual practices, social media rituals, and the unwrit-
ten rules and codes of this peculiar kind of sharing.

From May 2017 to September 2023, I conducted a digital ethnography of a
sample of 65 Instagram profiles of selected new mothers, analyzing their dis-
tinct online way of sharing edited infant photographs and its surrounding text-
ual context – captions, comments, and hashtags. I selected these profiles
through a methodical examination of relevant hashtag feeds. Notable examples
include: #Maşallah4 (God bless you), #Maşallahdemeyiunutmayın (don’t forget
to say God bless you), #Nazarde�gmesin (against the evil eye), and similar
others.5 Moreover, even if a post with a particular hashtag features an infant’s
image, it doesn’t unequivocally imply that the user employed photographic
alterations as a protective strategy. Therefore, these hashtags were scanned to
identify public profiles that consistently deployed modifications in their infant-
centric images.

I was able to observe the common socio-cultural characteristics of mothers
who share emoji-covered photos using these hashtags. All the profiles belong
to women who have recently given birth and are living in Turkey. The practice
of sharing disguised infant images as a trend is predominantly prevalent
among middle to upper-class conservative women who align with the values
and cultural practices promoted by Turkey’s dominant political ideology.
These women typically emphasize the importance of the family unit, uphold
traditional ideals, and often contrast with more secular perspectives. Their
social media profiles reflect a commitment to cultural norms that prioritize reli-
gious practices, and an emphasis on motherhood and traditional familial roles.
Within the scope of my sample, the profiles I track6 align with this character-
ization, while also exhibiting familiarity with the digital realm and active
engagement on social media platforms for the construction of their digital
identities.

These young mothers assertively present themselves through their mother-
hood in their profile descriptions. They present their ideal self symbolically as
“mothers of ‘prince’ and ‘princesses’” – as one profile names her account-, or
name their profiles with mother-oriented phrases such as “compassionate
mother” or “mom of [child’s name].” For example, one profile in which the
user describes herself as “happily married with a child” is dedicated to “the
narration of their love story of the three.” This reflects a traditional family
structure, idealizing the woman’s role as a devoted wife and mother in a seem-
ingly perfect family dynamic. This reflects a traditional family structure, ideal-
izing the woman’s role as a devoted wife and mother in a seemingly perfect
family dynamic. The profile descriptions commonly include the husband’s
name, the woman’s name, and the child’s name. Sometimes, they also feature
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the date of marriage, engagement, or the birthdates of their children.
Additionally, the marital status is often expressed with phrases such as
“married,” “happy with children,” “my first love,” “ours is a love story for
three,” “her husband’s everything,” or “her daughter’s sweetheart.”
Furthermore, users often include specific dates and strategically selected emojis
in their profile descriptions to reinforce traditional family values. For instance,
a profile might use emojis or emoji combinations such as engagement rings,
prince and princess icons, hearts, and birthday cakes, alongside significant
dates like engagements, marriages, and the births of their children. These emo-
jis provide a condensed yet vivid narrative of life milestones that align with
traditional family ideals. One profile describes, hints at using her account as a
“love journal.” These descriptions illustrate how these mothers take on the role
of narrating their family’s happy moments. Yet, this kind of diary follows its
own unwritten rules, creating a narrative that shows without showing and
hints without explicitly revealing.
Based on the initial analysis of Instagram posts of such profiles, I conducted a

follow-up online survey to explore these mothers’ perspectives on the tradition
of the evil eye and its visual and linguistic analogy on Instagram. The 18-ques-
tion survey delves into their motivations, perceptions, and the cultural signifi-
cance of their editing practices. It uncovers the participants’ personal beliefs and
experiences with the evil eye, the traditional methods of protection passed down
through generations, and how these practices have evolved or been adapted in
the age of social media. Specifically, the survey investigates the timing, content,
and considerations of sharing children’s photos online, the use various protective
measures in these shared images, and the broader implications of the evil eye
tradition in the digital era. The online survey was initially distributed to
Instagram profiles followed for the purpose of the research through direct mes-
sages. It was also disseminated through platforms and groups where the target
participants – mothers of newborns active on Instagram – could likely be reached.
This includes sharing the survey in mother-oriented WhatsApp groups and
through Instagram stories. A total of 110 mothers answered the questionnaire
between March 3 and March 14, 2024. By giving voice to Instagram mothers, the
study deepens the discussion and explores how they adapt their belief in the
evil eye differently from their own mothers, update traditional protective practi-
ces for their children in the digital realm in ways distinct from their own child-
hood experiences, and legitimize their fear of the evil eye when sharing photos
on social media

ON EVIL EYE IN TURKEY

In Turkey, the cultural tradition of the nazar (evil eye) is deeply embedded in
society and plays a significant role in superstitions concerning infants and
mothers. This cultural background significantly influences some of the sharing
practices of infant photographs on the public platform Instagram, making it an
essential consideration. The evil eye is defined as a folk belief that an individ-
ual, regardless of being male or female, has the power to cause harm to
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another person or to the possessions of that person merely by looking at them
or by praising them, whether intentionally or unintentionally (Dundes, 1981,
258). Historically, it spans multiple cultures from ancient Egyptian to Greek to
Roman classical writings, as well as in the folklore of Africa, India, China, and
other countries (Bohigian, 1997, 91). Over time, the meaning of the evil eye has
been re-constructed by the cultures in which it resides; yet, resemblances might
be tracked only by focusing on how it is named. Some examples (as noted by
Borsje, 1997, 4; Cuesta & Yousefi, 2015, 132; and Manzako�glu & T€urkmeno�glu
Berkan 2016, 194) include: the salty eye: chashmsur, the eye that wounds:
chashm zakhm, the narrow eye: chashm tang (Iranian), the wicked eye: b€oser blick
(German), the eye that hits: isabet-i ayn (Arabic), the empty eye or the envious
eye (Lebanese), and the destructive eye (Irish). The evil eye is believed to stem
from various sentiments, be it envy, frustration, admiration, or even love and
affection. It is conveyed by a stare, gaze, or verbal expression of envy or by
excessive admiration and praise without a blessing (Elworthy, 1895, 1–43). In
the discourses of the sample mothers contributing to the research, it emerges
that the evil eye can afflict people, animals, and anything else, whether ani-
mate or inanimate or even a situation. However, the underlying logic is that it
targets those who attract excessive attention or interest with their beauty and
skills, those who are cherished and valued, newsworthy items, people with
good fortune, happy couples, objects of envy, subjects of curiosity, or those
that are excessively good, beautiful, healthy, etc. The belief prevails that it
most frequently afflicts the openly vulnerable and those at thresholds, particu-
larly sweet, smiling, healthy babies, due to their conspicuousness and utmost
vulnerability. This common viewpoint among mothers is explained theoretic-
ally by Taburo�glu as having an extraordinary body; to be overly beautiful or
ugly is the basis for the evil eye because it is associated with excess or lack.
Beautiful yet fragile bodies and souls, specifically those at a threshold in life,
such as a growing child, a pregnant woman, or a newborn, are thought to be
the most susceptible to the effects of the evil eye. It is believed that those
whose body and soul have not yet been fully structured, grown, settled, or
matured are open structures and are suitable targets for the evil eye as it
attacks the parts that are loose or weak. The glance attacks the spirits in the
transitional period (2017, 14–15).

As Instagram’s visual space becomes a stage for these envious moments, the
newborn and the new mother, especially in the postpartum period, emerge as
both subjects of admiration and potential targets of the evil eye. As mentioned
in the beginning, in this particular context, an intriguing trend observed among
mothers on Instagram in Turkey – rooted in the folk belief of the fear of the evil
eye – prompts many mothers to share images of their newborns but with notice-
able digital modifications or framing preferences. According to related research
on images of breastfeeding on Instagram, parents have been known to adopt
various practices on public platforms to protect their children’s privacy. Some
opt to keep their profiles private, while others avoid displaying their child’s face
or use only the first letter of their child’s name or a nickname (Locatelli, 2017,
10). However, the protective measures exemplified in this research in the

Becoming Visible Without Being Seen in Turkey 523



Turkish context go beyond these measures and include many amateur post-pro-
ductions too. Whether it’s through cropping, digital blurring, or other image-
editing techniques, the child’s face, especially their eyes, is often obscured in
complex ways. Thus, it seems to be initially the outcome of the fear that
admiration and envious eyes can cause harm to the object of the gaze/admir-
ation. This malicious gaze – either openly expressed or even unknowingly felt
– is believed to destroy, harm, or inflict bad luck on the object of their atten-
tion. This research started with this initial curiosity about how the traditional
evil eye concept influences and merges with the current social media habits of
mothers.
The forty-day postpartum period is a culturally significant rite of passage in

Turkey that should be discussed in connection with the evil eye. This period is
characterized as a time for recuperation and nurturing the bond between mother
and infant, known as the “forty-day process” (kırklılık s€ureci). Furthermore, it is
the temporal gap during which the mother and infant are the most susceptible
to the evil eye. As Yılmaz writes, it is seen as a period of impurity, during
which living beings are believed to be weak in terms of strength and open to
the influences of dark spirits. For her, the underlying belief is that the grave of
the mother and baby who have not reached forty days is considered open, sym-
bolizing their vulnerability to dark spirits (2023, 2150). Thus, traditionally, no
one outside of close relatives is allowed near the mother and baby until the forty
days have passed. Especially, a baby who has not yet reached forty days is not
shown to strangers. According to Kalafat (1993, 180–182), it is believed that the
postpartum mother and baby are cleansed of spiritual impurities and empow-
ered against dark spirits after the forty-day period by the forty-day ritual. This
ritual is defined by Acıpayamlı as “the name given to practices performed with
the goal of purifying the postpartum woman and child from the impurities of
pregnancy and the postpartum period and introducing them to society in a clean
state” (1974, 122). This literal and symbolic transition is expected to be com-
pleted gradually, securely, and successfully during a period of home stay.
One can observe the analogy of this forty-day homestay in the realm of the

digital world. Just as the Instagram profile can be defined as a kind of private
personal space/place like home, in this space of representation, the infant is
also kept from the gaze of others. For this period of forty days, the newborn is
shielded from external gazes. After the first forty days following childbirth, a
special celebration and ritual mark this milestone. It involves taking the new-
born out of the house or inviting people over to meet them. It includes a bath-
ing ceremony, gift-giving and/or mevl€ud- Islamic praying session. Often, a
customary practice involves conducting a professional or amateur photoshoot
to capture these significant moments to be shared.
The hashtags #Mevl€ut and #40uçurma showcase different iconographies

from the forty-day celebrations, signaling distinct political inclinations and
viewpoints. Mevl€ut is practiced in more conservative circles, while 40uçurma
(byebye40days) is observed more among the secular community, who
approach the threshold celebration with a nuance of folk belief for good luck
rather than as an Islamic practice. In posts celebrating the end of the forty-day
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period in accordance with Islamic customs (mevl€ud), one commonly encounters
ornamental embellishments and customary items such as sherbet, rose water,
mevl€ud candies, prayer beads, and cards inscribed with prayers displayed on
the table. In contrast, posts marking the baby’s forty-day milestone with a
deeper immersion in folkloric rituals often feature carefully arranged flat-lay
photographs taken atop the bathtub before the bathing ritual. These composi-
tions include objects such as a talismanic evil eye bead, keys, roses, scissors,
baby shoes, rings, salt, sugar, rice, and stones, all positioned near the infant.
Such posts typically include captions that explain the symbolism of each object
as follows:

To ward off the evil eye, the EVIL EYE BEAD; to unlock every door, the KEY; for
resilience against hardships, the SCISSORS, for a fragrant essence, the ROSE; to stand
firm against life’s adversities and remain steadfast, the SHOES; for a lifetime of
happiness and harmony with parents, the RING; for the essence, flavor, and abundance
in life, the SALT; for sweetness and a cheerful disposition, the SUGAR; for a long and
prosperous life, the RICE; for resilience against challenges and enduring health, the
STONE.

These are two contrasting ways of representing and celebrating the 40-day
threshold in Instagram posts: one reflects a shamanic influence within folkloric
traditions, often viewed as superstition, while the other follows Muslim practi-
ces involving prayer sessions, which are regarded as acts of faith.

Once all these rituals and celebrations are done, many mothers in the sample
that use covering edits before sharing photographs, consider this a significant
point and begin also sharing photos of their babies without any covering edit.
This threshold of waiting forty days before sharing full revealing images sug-
gests that there is a conviction that the evil eye can also affect infants in the
digital realm. In this context, one might ask, can the evil eye virtually touch? In
Turkish culture, the word nazar comes from Arabic origin meaning “to look,”
but at the same time it means a “touching eye” that causes damage to whatever
the subject lays eyes on. Thus, this eye goes beyond looking: it targets,
approaches, touches, and even causes spiritual distress on those struck by the
evil eye; kem g€oz in Turkish. However, the answers of the sample of Instagram
mothers reveal that physical co-presence is not necessary for the transmission of
the evil eye. It is crucial for the discussion as it gives potential to digitally tra-
verse the virtual spaces of Instagram. It is conceptualized as a flow between
involved parties, transferring positive or negative energy, or the directed energy
between two individuals, capable of navigating the digital realm. So, one might
say that the gaze has transformed into a digital one, with the evil eye reaching
out virtually. The arena of its influence is no longer confined to densely popu-
lated physical spaces but extends into the virtual realms occupied by followers
on Instagram.

Çıblak (2004) argues that the belief in the evil eye, with roots extending back
to primitive ages, has continued to evolve over time while still significantly
impacting individuals’ daily lives and behaviors. Consequently, this research
aims to investigate the transformation of this ancient belief, particularly in the
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era of digital social media, focusing solely on representations of infants and
new mothers as the most vulnerable subjects within this scope. In Turkish lit-
erature, the concept of the evil eye – whether regarded as a superstition, a reli-
gious belief, or a belief complex – is primarily explored within the realms of
folklore and ethnographic studies (Çıblak, 2004; Do�gan 2022; Ekici and
Fedakar, 2014; €Ocalan, 2010; €Ozkarslı, 2000; Yolcu, 2008), with scant attention
given to its manifestation on social media platforms.7 Therefore, this article
foremost seeks to fill a gap in the existing body of qualitative research by
examining how the evil eye manifests within the contemporary digital land-
scape, with a particular focus on the Turkish context. It asks how the underly-
ing beliefs about the evil eye influence the content creation and sharing
behavior of Instagram mothers in the digital era. Secondly, this article explores
how new mothers navigate the demands and risks of their baby’s visibility.
Given the value afforded visuality under modernity, particularly visible
through media platforms such as Instagram, mothers are encouraged to post
photos of their child. And yet, as the mother in the opening anecdote points
out, doing so invites the risk of attracting the evil eye. Mothers are forced to
make decisions that let their babies become visible without being seen.
Foregrounding specific posting practices – what I call “protection elicitation”
and “protective partiality” – this article frames mothers’ practices not only as
creative responses to competing social demands around femininity and
motherhood but also as strategies for managing online spaces. These spaces
increasingly appear beyond their control due to the complex technological
advancements and evolving dynamics introduced by the semantic web.

DISCOURSE OF INSTAGRAM MOTHERS

Upon analyzing the opinions among the mothers, the tension between the vis-
ible and invisible emerges as a recurring theme. Despite the absence of tangible
proof, the unseen evil eye energy typically reveals itself through its impact on
individuals, making its presence felt and seen. The evil eye, understood as an
unseen energy, demonstrates itself the moment it “touches” the opposite side.
As a result of this invisible energy transfer, if it strikes a person, one can
experience noticeable physical effects such as a drop in energy, lethargy,
fatigue, constant sleepiness, yawning, headaches, and migraines. If the evil eye
affects an object, changes in the object’s form occur.
The moment the evil eye manifests often described with action-filled, impactful

verbs such as “explosion,” “cracking,” “breaking,” “tearing,” “falling,” “accident,”
“misfortune,” and “bad luck.” When mothers discuss instances of the evil eye
affecting them or their acquaintances, they mention incidents that vividly visualize
these verbs: tire bursts, battery explosions, lamp bursts, fuze blowouts, car acci-
dents, things breaking, glasses shattering, objects tearing, spilling and ruining of
items, knee injuries, lip bursts, nosebleeds, tooth breakages, arm fractures, cheek-
bone fractures, sudden hair or eyelash loss, falls, tripping, ankle sprains, swing
hits, illnesses, comas, deaths, and especially high fevers in babies. These descrip-
tions almost bring the invisible evil eye to life through images of fire, blood,
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scattered glass pieces, or sparks, showcasing how the unseen energy manifests in
tangible ways.

What’s intriguing is the belief that the person casting the evil eye is not
always “evil” and may unintentionally possess the potential to cast it. For
them, the evil might transfer not as a premeditated harm but rather spontan-
eously from feelings of envy arising from what the person lacks, intentionally
or unintentionally affecting the other. Introducing an uncanny dimension to
the perception of this unintentional evil eye, there exists a belief that one can
inadvertently cast it upon oneself and their most beloved ones. The idea of
self-inflicting the evil eye contrasts with the notion associated with others’
envious and malevolent glances, blurring the lines between the familiar and
the unfamiliar, with the threat originating from oneself.

Another facet of this contradiction is the belief that not all gazes that cause the
evil eye are negative. It may also originate from excessive love and affection one
has for their close ones. Because it is believed that children are the most affected
by this type of evil eye, parents displaying excessive love or fondness for their
children is often discouraged. “The evil eye of a loved one affects more” is a
widely accepted idea especially when it comes to babies. Along with this idea,
one participant writes, “I think the evil eye can occur not just with bad intentions
but also while thinking good thoughts and looking kindly.” This is further evi-
denced by narrations of the mothers suggesting that parents, especially out of
deep love, are often the ones who cast the evil eye on their children. To illustrate
how parents might unintentionally cast the evil eye on their own babies, provid-
ing examples from the narratives would be beneficial here.

Whenever I say she’s sleeping so well, she stops sleeping, or if I say she likes eating
this, she stops eating it. It’s interesting that I experience this without exception.

When it comes to children, there’s the situation of casting the evil eye on our own
child. We became hesitant to speak positively about her. That she slept well, ate well,
etc. There was always a situation of biting our tongues. The example s of evil I
mentioned, all come from people we know, love, or at least know not be bad… So, it
seems that having a malevolent gaze is not always necessary.

In the last narrative, “bite your tongue, oh, let the evil eye not strike” (dilini
ısır aman nazar de�gmesin) serves as a regular reminder for mothers to verbally
retract their positive statements, especially to shield their children from poten-
tial self-inflicted evil eye. Elders frequently caution mothers to “knock on
wood and say Mashallah” or to bite their tongue as safeguards. This leads us to
a prevalent method of guarding against the evil eye, which entails refraining
from discussing or sharing the positive, beautiful, or good fortunes occurring.
Traditionally, upon making a negative remark, phrases like “let the wind take
your words” (a�gzından yel alsın) or “open your mouth to good” (a�gzını hayra
aç) are employed to ward off potential harm from the person discussed, essen-
tially to avoid summoning negativity. Similarly, expressing positive develop-
ments can also invite jealousy, thereby attracting the evil eye due to its
capacity to generate envy. Hence, when acknowledging progress or positive
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situations, the precautionary saying “may the devil not hear” (şeytan kula�gına
kurşun) is often used. Erol (2007) describes this action – pouring lead into the
devil’s ear – metaphorically as rendering the devil deaf to the good spoken,
thereby neutralizing his ability to inflict harm. Concerns over attracting the
evil eye extend to speaking positively about a child’s well-being, with one
mother explaining, “I might not have said my sleeping child is doing very well
for fear of attracting the evil eye. Just in case, so I don’t blame myself later.”
Language is similarly manipulated to disguise affection for babies with nega-

tive adjectives like “ugly,” contrasting with positive descriptors such as
“beautiful,” “sweet,” or “sugar.” Another strategy mentioned, “they would pro-
mote my negative aspects,” involves highlighting one’s flaws as a protective
measure against the evil eye. In this context, Yılmaz (2023, 2150) regards discus-
sing the negative attributes of babies and children in public as a traditional pro-
tective measure against the evil eye. She notes that well-behaved children are
branded as naughty, and those seldom crying are called tearful, while intelligent
and hardworking ones are labeled as lazy, appetitive children as lacking appe-
tite, and healthy ones as unhealthy. Attractive and cute children are even
dressed in worn-out clothes to diminish their appeal. Accordingly, one mother
reflects on advice given to her after giving birth: “When I had just given birth, if
I walked fast outside, my mother would scold me to walk slowly, saying people
might put the evil eye on me for recovering so quickly. Or she would try not to
show things that people could admire in surprise.” Applying kazan karası, a soot
derived from burning pots or vine stalks, to children follows the same rationale.
A participant recounts a childhood memory from attending a wedding at six
years old, where, as a chatty and lively child, she suffered a severe headache,
alleviated by prayers and the application of kazan karası behind her ears. These
practices fundamentally aim to render children less attractive to malevolent
gazes and spirits, employing deception for protection against potential dangers.
It’s believed that presenting what is inherently beautiful as unattractive serves to
mislead harmful energies and gazes.
Another common view related to the evil eye is that crowded environments are

risky for attracting it. While not being too conspicuous is a way to avoid the evil
eye, attracting envy-level attention invites it. Participants emphasize crowded set-
tings, like busy events, weddings, or gatherings, when recounting moments
believed to have been affected by the evil eye. One participant writes, “If you take
your child out among many people, the child gets sick,” while another remembers
her childhood and narrates, “If I was going to perform at a school concert or simi-
lar, that’s when I would wear an evil eye bead.” Similar narratives are encountered
in locations such as weddings, crowded gatherings, and public events.

A very specific example is when my nephew was a baby at a wedding; my brother was
reciting a prayer as a precaution against the evil eye when suddenly his nose started
bleeding.

Whenever s/he participates in a very public event or experiences an incredibly happy
day (noticed by others), they end up with a very high fever that evening, which goes
away the next day.
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In all these examples, the common point observed is the need to refrain from
articulating the good, not to excessively express positivity, to avoid being too vis-
ible, to stay out of the spotlight, not to draw attention, and as one user put it,
“not to rejoice publicly” (ulu orta sevinmemek). One mother’s description of the evil
eye – “happiness and dreams love silence” – emphasizes a direct contradiction
with Instagram’s fundamental principles. If discretion is key to safeguarding
against the evil eye, as suggested by a participant who notes, “the best defense is
for not everyone to know everything, opting for a more private lifestyle,” then
how can this align with the inherently public nature of Instagram? This platform
thrives on the sharing of personal moments and daily experiences through posts,
stories, reels, live broadcasts, and interactive features like polls and questions, fun-
damentally built around visibility and engagement.

This contradiction brings us closer to the main research questions of this art-
icle. On a “crowded” platform like Instagram, which operates on the principle
of likes, is built on being seen and seeing others, and where content is pro-
duced to attract views, constantly redefining societal beauty standards and
rewarding photos that meet these criteria, what can new mothers do to avoid
the evil eye? How can they refrain from speaking or showing in response to
an archaic fear in an environment that so encourages sharing their positive
moments: the highlights of their daily lives with their babies? Or more broadly,
how can traditional protection measures against the evil eye and its basic prin-
ciples continue to exist in the digital realm? How do mothers creatively over-
come traditional anxieties deeply embedded within them about the evil eye
without compromising their efforts to establish a presence and social capital on
Instagram?

Mothers, keenly aware of both the rewards and risks of sharing, are innovat-
ing within Instagram’s space. As Shakespeare’s Prince Hamlet grappled with
existential questions of “to be, or not to be,” today’s mothers face their own
digital-age dilemma: to share, or not to share, and more precisely, how to share.
In representing the photos of newborns, there appear to be unwritten rules and
codes related to visuals and texts. This new genre possesses a comprehensive set
of commonly practiced methods. What then are the codes, rules, nuances, subtle-
ties, and most importantly, the implications and connotations of these shares?
The subsequent sections of the article will delve into these unspoken sharing
habits, filled with interesting tensions and references, aiming to describe and
interpret the common characteristics of the shared images and their intended
purposes.

THE CODES OF SHARING INSTAGRAMMABLE INFANT PHOTOGRAPHS

This research observes that traditional protection methods from the evil eye,
based on silence, invisibility, and not attracting attention, are creatively reinter-
preted and adapted by mothers in the digital public space of Instagram. In the
delicate balance between celebrating and representing motherhood and guard-
ing against the “powerful noxious glance of the eye” (Elliott 2017, xiii), moth-
ers navigate the “privacy paradox,” a tension between traditional doctrines of
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restraint and the contemporary urge to share (Taddicken, 2014). After birth,
the special period of forty-days is cherished for its sanctity and memories, yet
the modern inclination toward digital exhibition leads to a nuanced practice of
revelation through concealment. Rather than abstaining from posting, many
opt for compositional arrangements that include sharing only images of their
babies’ hands and feet, employing strategic cropping, using oblique angles,
and using everyday objects for partial occlusion (see Figure 1). While the ori-
ginal photographs are sent to family members without disguising emojis or
any modification, through messages and Watsapp groups, the same photo-
graphs are shared on online profiles with digital shields. This approach reso-
nates with Michel de Certeau’s notion of “tactics,” illustrating how mothers
adeptly manage the visibility and representation of their and their infants’
identities on social media.
In his book Practice of Everyday Life, Michel de Certeau explains power

struggles in modern societies by differentiating between “strategies” and
“tactics.” Different from an organized subset of power structures of the rul-
ing institutions and their objectives (i.e., strategies), tactics are a democratic,
defensive, and opportunistic response of individuals toward mass culture.
Tactics, according to de Certeau, are the art of the weak, used within the

Figure 1 A compilation of various amateur digital modifications that are used to obscure
infants’ eye/face in images shared online. (Courtesy of Ş€ukriye Tayran and Seda Tayran)
(Retrieved from Instagram on 05.07.2023)

530 P. Aytemiz Karslı



domain of the powerful to create spaces for individual agency and action.
They are characterized by their opportunistic nature, making use of the
environment in ways not originally intended by its architects. In the context
of Instagram, mothers’ editing and sharing choices might be read as an act to
navigate the politics of visibility on social media. By utilizing tactics to estab-
lish their maternal and infantile identities within the framework of
Instagram, these mothers navigate a balance between adherence to and side-
stepping of platform norms. Hence, this section will focus on two kinds of
conceptual maneuvers which I call (a) Protective Partiality and (b) Eliciting
Safeguard that allow mothers to manage their and their infants’ visibility.

Protective Partiality

Displaying Specific Body Parts and Angles
In Turkey, newborns are traditionally adorned with protective blue bead
charms to counter the evil eye. This benevolent eye, worn as a protective amu-
let, reflects the dark powers of an envious glance by staring back at the world
(Apostolides & Dreyer 2008, 1030). The practice of physically affixing an evil
eye amulet to newborns to ward off malevolent glances finds its contemporary
digital manifestation through the attachment of a digital evil eye bead emoti-
con to the photographs of children shared online. Roland Barthes suggests that
photography “always carries its referent with itself” and “is never distin-
guished from the referent.” (1993, 5–6). In this sense, the image and its associ-
ation with the referent are inextricably tied. Thus, there is a just motivation to
adorn the photographs with blue beads, as it is hard to differ the subject (the
referent) from its photograph (representation) and also because these images
that hold their referent within will be put on public display.

In folkloric discourse, the effect of the evil eye is often visualized as an inva-
sive light. Thus, blue beads have an important task in redirecting, absorbing,
or counteracting this light, preventing it from touching the newborn. In the
digital realm of Instagram, one can observe a parallel phenomenon. To prevent
an exchange of gaze, mothers use intentional angles that showcase specific
body parts except for the eyes and face. Through mental mapping of these
esthetic typologies, one can see several esthetic choreographies and how trad-
itional countermeasures against the evil eye have been reinterpreted and
adapted. In terms of visual modifications, the curated representations can be
categorized into the following distinct typologies: (a) out-of-frame composi-
tions, (b) close-ups, (c) high-angle shots, (d) flat lay photographs facing down-
ward, (e) concealing faces with everyday objects (without photo-processing),
and (f) blurring to block facial features (see Figure 1). The choice of initially
withholding full images has been echoed in their discourses in the following
words:

I have very few shares of my son, and those I did were mostly taken from behind, not
showing his face.
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I did not post a photo that would fully reveal her when she was first born.

I posted a photo when she was 1.5 months old, it was just her hand.

I don’t share very cute photos or photos taken up close.

The narration of the motherhood journey typically begins with images from
pregnancy announcements, sometimes with gender reveal parties, then pro-
gresses to ultrasound images, and culminates in the announcement of the
baby’s birth, followed by a countdown to the forty-day ritual. In these posts,
the baby’s length, weight, and age in days are displayed alongside objects
placed next to the baby or written on the photograph itself, creating a visual
countdown to the end of the forty-days, almost confirming the baby’s health
with each update. One mother wrote: “I did not share her photo for the first
1–1.5months. I only shared her hand and wrote content related to her being
born healthy. After 1–1.5months, I shared a lot.” Referring to her comment,
one can say that announcing the baby to the user’s own circle on Instagram
not only establishes the baby’s identity and confirms their healthy growth but
also serves as a threshold that crowns the user with the title of motherhood.
Each post becomes a testament to the baby’s growth and well-being.
Simultaneously, it serves as an acknowledgment of the mother’s new role.
There is a repetitive visual choreography of infant presentation that is

actively curated, often influenced by prevailing trends such as marking the
baby’s growth through milestone stickers, flat lay photography involving the
esthetic arrangement of the baby alongside various items like toys, books, or
clothes, and using letter boards to add cute or humorous messages, quotes, or
milestones next to the baby in the images. Before-and-after photos are also
popular, capturing poignant moments such as pregnancy-to-baby comparisons,
with the mother pictured during pregnancy and later holding the newborn in
a similar pose. After all, these trends revolve around a common theme: the
confirmation of mother and child. They serve to represent and confirm the
user’s maternal identity and her infant’s identity over and over again. This
public declaration of motherhood is not just about the baby; it is also about the
mother claiming her space in the social narrative of parenthood and confirms
the happy family unit. Therefore, in this practice, even if the baby is not fully
visible or only partially seen, what is actually happening here is “becoming
visible without being seen.”
These various digital modifications not only echo ancient protective practices

but also introduce a new paradigm. Simultaneously, they highlight a con-
structed visual ideology, one that frames subjects – especially the unaware
infant – in predetermined, deliberate editorial choices. Unavoidably, within
this mode of representation, there is a practice of staging and a nuanced chore-
ography. Mothers not only determine the physical posture of the infants but
also make metaphorical editorial choices about visibility. This constructed pres-
entation comments on maternal identity and control over digital perceptions.
In this mediated environment, the mother exerts agency, deciding the terms of
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visibility and exposure for the child. In the digital age, the rights of infants
and children concerning the visuals shared on social media by their parents
without explicit consent and their agency have become a critical area of con-
cern in academic discourse.8 This conflict was also acknowledged by many sur-
vey participants and emerged as one of the reasons they opt to refrain from
sharing certain types of images of their children or resort to editing and other
sharing tactics.9

Intentional Postponement
While traditional critiques of public space have largely focused on dynamics of
power and control, framing the public as a realm of visibility and the private
as one of invisibility, Tali Hatuka suggests (2022, 19–20) a significant shift in
understanding these concepts. As she points out, “the technological revolution
heralded a sea of change in the conceptualization of the public, the private,
and associated practices of visibility and invisibility.” In today’s image-domi-
nated era, visibility is not exclusively linked to public spaces. Social media
platforms have emerged as crucial mediums for self-presentation, as Hatuka
observes, indicating that “this condition has dramatically changed the forms of
exchange in a concrete place.” Consequently, the intangible space of Instagram
influences social interactions and alters our perceptions of space and time, vis-
ible and invisible, public and private, and diminishes the distinctions between
tangible and intangible.

Based on the survey responses from Instagram mothers, it can be inferred that
they have adapted traditional practices associated with warding off the evil eye,
which they have internalized, to the digital sphere, employing specific protective
measures against it. This starts with the action of transforming the public nuances
of Instagram into a more private space, effectively excluding the unfamiliar and
the other. Making profiles private, curating follower lists, and restricting story
visibility to acquaintances are common practices aimed at mitigating risks from
Instagram’s vast, anonymous, and public landscape. By excluding the outsider
or simplifying the viewing eyes, mothers are avoiding crowds; as echoed by
mothers stating, “my account is private and my followers are just my friends,”
“I keep my follower list to a minimum,” and “I didn’t put a fully revealing
photo when he was first born. But later, I opened a special Instagram page for
him and only added family members.”10 One might interpret these narratives as
an inclination to convert Instagram’s communal aspects into a more intimate
realm, thereby keeping the unfamiliar and the outsider at bay.

Furthermore, rather than placing photos of newborns in the account’s per-
manent archive, opting for temporary story shares without saving them as
highlights exemplifies a conscious effort to minimize online public visibility.
One can interpret this also as an attempt to reduce public visibility frequency
on the platform. “I don’t post as posts. I rarely share as a story,” says one
mother, alongside another who writes, “if I see too many comments coming to
my shares, I remove them,” explaining her unease about attracting attention.
All these acts of limiting the visibility of infant representations in the public
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domain of Instagram can be linked to the ongoing debate on the ambiguous
borders between public and private spaces.
The general belief of not expressing positivity to avoid attracting the evil eye

contradicts the fundamental operations of Instagram. Therefore, one can see
the choice not to share the good is linked to the choice of not sharing at all.
Yet, mothers ingeniously navigate this contradiction by employing delayed
sharing tactics, sidestepping the immediacy Instagram promotes. So, one other
preventive approach appears as personalizing Instagram’s inherent settings,
features, and norms in ways that diverge from their intended usage. Bending
the rules of the game, mothers tactically share the enviable action, celebration,
or event not instantly as Instagram encourages but by inserting a time gap.
Delaying the sharing moment introduces a temporal buffer between the actual
event and its online revelation, a strategy encapsulated in practices like utiliz-
ing #TBT or #ThrowbackThursday.11 This shows the mothers exerting influence
over when they prefer to be seen by others. Mothers who practice delayed
sharing methods express it in these words:

It feels better to share holiday photos after returning from the holiday

Not sharing the beautiful things – the moments I think are too good at that moment. So
that the moment is not affected by the evil eye.

If I go somewhere enjoyable, I make the share after I come back. For me, this is also a
method of protection.

I usually take monthly shots and share them later.

These mothers deliberately wait before sharing envious moments. Thus, they
not only redefine instantaneity on Instagram but also obscure their joys from
the malevolent gaze of the evil eye. Temporal delay emphasizes escaping from
the target of envious feelings. It highlights states such as no longer needing to
worry about the mother’s milk drying up because the baby no longer breast-
feeds. It also underscores that the baby is no longer too sensitive to the evil
eye because it has passed the forty-day mark. Additionally, it conveys the idea
of not encountering mishaps that could ruin the beautiful moments of the holi-
day upon return.

Digital Shields
The postponed sharing decisions are also significant in the context of the forty-
day threshold, highlighting tensions between public/private and familiar/
stranger. For many mothers in the research sample, this period is crucial for
sharing photos online. However, one can also observe that, waiting before
sharing is not solely due to their own belief in the evil eye. The importance of
the forty-day – wait before share – perspective is further emphasized by sug-
gestions, advice, and even pressures from elder family members. “Did you
wait 40 days before sharing your baby’s photos on social media? If yes, why?”
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was one of the survey questions. Some answers were: “Yes, because our elders
told us not to share” and “yes, due to my family’s pressure.” Such responses
extend beyond the fear of the evil eye and encompass a level of social pres-
sure. The answers concerning the suggestion of not sharing further demon-
strate how power dynamics play out within the micro-politics (Robinson et al.
2024, 15) of everyday practices:

I didn’t share because I don’t want to argue with anyone about whether the evil eye
exists or not. I didn’t react to those who shared, but I didn’t share myself because there
are people around me who would react.

Due to family pressure, yes, I waited, but let’s not call it pressure, rather a suggestion.
Once someone gives off that energy, you don’t feel comfortable sharing. But I never
shared, for example.

Pressure was put on me not to share before the 40 days were up.

Discussing the pressure highlighted is crucial for understanding why they
developed such intricate Instagrammable editing esthetics and tactics regarding
infant photographs. The complex relationship between the desire to represent
and the inherent constraints posed by familial and cultural traditions is also
evident in the discourse of these mothers, such as: “My mother-in-law has a
huge obsession with the evil eye; I didn’t want to upset her.” Referring to the
quotations of these mothers, one can talk about the ongoing politics of visibil-
ity that orchestrates the “permissibility” of maternal and infantile image-shar-
ing in an online arena. Within this matrix, the evil eye and the editing choices
work as symbolic mechanisms of justification. The qualities of the shares made
by mothers in the first forty days reveal their attempts to establish new sharing
codes that legitimize their sharing and show their non-compliant attitude.
Among these, the most prominent practices encountered in the narrations are
not showing the baby’s face, particularly the eyes, and shielding the gaze.
Adorning images with emojis allows mothers to conform to prevailing norms
while still sharing content within the prescribed parameters. Consequently, this
approach ensures that they neither abstain from narrating their motherhood
stories nor refrain from generating social capital in the digital sphere, all with-
out conflicting with the traditions in question:

On the first day, my spouse shared our daughter’s photo with her face covered, just
like everyone does.

Yes, under the condition that her face would not be shown.

I shared photos showing her face from the second month onwards.

Full shares were made when they were 1–2 years old, before that, it was shared under
the condition that the face would not be shown.
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One can observe an effort to strike a balance between contemporary digital
customs and traditional ideals, navigating between belief and negotiation.
While it’s pivotal to underscore that these mothers are not passive actors. They
decisively create a space and bend the contours of what constitutes “proper”
in terms of managing their individual profiles on Instagram. The so-called
“recommendation” to avoid sharing images of infants in the public domain of
Instagram appears to prompt mothers to take sidestepping actions in their use
of the platform. I argue that this new Instagrammable editing esthetic and tactics
of “protection” not only legitimize the act of sharing in the minds of the moth-
ers but also embody a form of everyday negotiation with power structures on
the visibility of the mother and the infant.
All this can also be read as an effort to create a getaway against the tradition

of staying at home for forty days. For those who choose to stay at home to
avoid the evil eye, sharing in the digital environment corresponds to virtually
leaving their homes. This is an escape made by staying at home. Even if they
stay at home for forty days, with their Instagram shares, they are able to “go
out” through their interactions on social networks. Thus, with carefully curated
and edited posts on Instagram, users have found a way to represent their
maternal identities without showing their newborn babies. In this digital space
that they have embraced with its new forms and rules, they perform their
motherhood and at the same time negotiate its meaning through visibility.
The complex relationship between the urge to share moments online and the

subtle limitations set by familial expectations can be further tracked in the
added inscriptions and comments of the users on the shared posts. Under one
of the edited photos, the mother writes that the father does not give permis-
sion, thus no photo can be shared without glasses. In this Instagram profile,
the infant was always shown with the same dark sunglasses emojis covering
her eyes. The father’s decision underscores the persistent challenges related to
the “acceptability” of sharing images of infants. Every time the mother shares
a photo along with a praise and prayer, some followers express their eager
desire to see the newborn’s face under the emoji and asks whether the ban
have been lifted or not? To express the edited sharing choice as a “ban” also
reveals a lot about the pressures. Mothers often acknowledge restrictions set
by family members in the comments. In another profile, the temporal delay in
revealing the infant’s face for forty days, followed by its eventual display,
begins with protective prayers in the Arabic language. It is observed that the
mother similarly needed to obtain the father’s approval to share a photo of
their baby and faced various challenges during this process where she joyfully
narrates the process in the comments. After finally receiving permission, she
shared the photo of her baby, asking her followers not to hold back their good
wishes and prayers. Here there are elements of both containment and resist-
ance present. Generally, there is praise for motherhood and family in such
posts, and adherence to parental and spousal authority, but at the same time,
there is a social media user who cannot refrain from participating in the world
of spectacle. So a negotiation begins. The negotiation includes the production
of the image, sharing standards, and during the interaction. Several practices
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are implemented, and the rules of the game are adapted to avoid conflicting
with familial expectations. On the other hand, although the boundaries of shar-
ing appear to be defined by fathers, elders and in-laws, or by the platform
itself, these tactics create space for oneself and one’s child. The fact that the
mother had to state that she had her husband’s “permission” to post the pic-
ture emphasizes the conservative foundations and how they affect women’s
digital independence. Despite her claim that her spouse gave her permission,
the discussion in the comments goes on.

Some users express concern, suggesting that sharing such photos could
attract jealousy or the “evil eye.” Others take a different stance, sharing their
personal decisions to avoid posting their own children’s faces, not due to
superstition but for their own peace of mind. It is observed that sometimes the
tradition of the evil eye, the looks of others, is used as a tool of intimidation
and social control of representation. Here, the mother’s network seems to use
the evil eye as a punishing mechanism. This shift from external protection to
internal surveillance underscores the complexities of negotiating tradition in a
digital age. The threat of exclusion comes from close members of the network
of friends, family, followers, etc. Here, domination is enforced symbolically by
the threat of violence disguised as the evil eye of the other, a threat of intan-
gible misfortune. So one can say that contrasting comment illustrates the
ongoing negotiation over the codes and permissibility of sharing, while also
highlighting the tension between digital space and physical public space.

All these tensions and negotiations can be read as part of micro-politics,
which Robinson et al. (2024, 15) describe as referring to “the hidden and subtle
nature of everyday actions and interactions. It involves actions that may not be
overtly political but still have political implications.” As exemplified above,
there is an inconsistency over what content is appropriate for social media in
terms of sharing infant photographs in the framework of the evil eye tradition.
On one level, it seems that the discussion is about the evil eye. But actually, it
is about establishing new ideals and guidelines that reinforce conservative
principles in this new form of social media which control, dominate, and shape
the existence of women in public space and online self-representation of their
motherhood. The notion that the “private is political” (Hanisch, 1969) is particu-
larly salient here, as in the realm of everyday life studies, self-representation is
regarded as a platform to showcase the personal-as-political. Furthermore, these
seemingly mundane posts are elevated to the broader public digital sphere,
where they intertwine with larger discussions of power structures. The decision
to share – or choose not to share, or the manner in which one shares – a personal
image reflects one’s alignment with or challenge to societal norms, especially
when these choices are underscored by protective or cautionary remarks. In echo-
ing Michel de Certeau’s perspective (2011), everyday practices are a form of polit-
ical resistance. By pinpointing these typologies, commonalities, and tactics, this
section particularly focused on this peculiar esthetics and rules of Instagrammable
infant photographs and specific manners of posting, trying to make sense of the
discourse of the users surrounding them and assigned a political character to
these sharing practices.
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Eliciting Safeguard

Linguistic and Interactive Reinforcement: Maşalllah
Instagram thrives on the visual, enabling users to construct digital narratives
of self. It is similar to a visual narration of self or a “visual diary of love,” as
one account described in her profile. This visual storytelling echoes Sarah
Pink’s observation (2007, 82): “each individual produces meanings by relating
the image to his or her existing personal experience, knowledge and wider cul-
tural discourses.” Instagram users utilize the application to reflect their own
visual social media narrations. Yet, a post doesn’t consist solely of a photo-
graph; there are numerous linguistic elements that also make up the post,
including inserted texts, filters with slogans, added captions, hashtags, descrip-
tions, and comments, which facilitate and encourage interaction between the
users. Once the post is published, users can add hashtags using the “#” symbol
to connect to other posts and be part of a greater stream of keywords with the
same hashtag, tag other users, and mention them using the “@” symbol, insert
location tags, open polls and questions. Together, all these aspects add to the
post’s interactive element, where feedback, opinions, reactions, and discussions
take place. Comments can further elaborate on the post’s context, provide dif-
fering viewpoints, or simply show support or appreciation. This participatory
nature of the platform makes it an arena of meaning-making and negotiation.
In this sense, within the context of this study, mothers engage with Instagram
not just to curate a digital identity and social capital but also to invite engage-
ment and interaction, primarily positive affirmations or praises. These editing
practices serve to simultaneously protect and project the reputation, online
identity, and prestige of the mother in terms of digital communication and
constructing (and even fictionalizing) identity.
It is not only the emojis that protect the newborn from the evil eye; the writ-

ten word, in the form of prayers embedded in photo descriptions or recurring
captions related to the images, also emerges as a protective mechanism. These
captions often solicit viewers to incorporate the word “Maşallah” or attach an
evil-eye bead emoji when engaging with the post. In Muslim societies, “it is an
important cultural pattern that compliments or words of praise should be
accompanied by a deferential reference to God” (Harrell, Abu Talib, and
Carroll, 2003, 352). Without referring to God, statements of praise or compli-
ments can be taken as a threat that might attract the envy of others and bring
misfortune. The paradox then emerges: Instagram encourages showcasing
one’s life, yet this very act might attract the ill intentions the tradition warns
against. The newborn, a symbol of beauty, vulnerability, and pride, becomes
the nexus of this tension. The evil eye was once described as “bewitching
speech of the eyes” by the poet Magnus in 1885 (as cited in Exline, 1971, 163).
If the eyes have a “bewitching speech,” mothers have “counter speech” for the
evil eye, which one can observe in the posts they prepare.
To protect their account from the evil eye, rather than adding personal infor-

mation to their profile description, some users opt for prayers. The phrase
“Maşallah” or folkloric, maybe mystical sentences used to ward off envy like
“elemtere fiş/kem g€ozlere şiş” (skewers to the evil eyes). “Fiş” at the end rhymes
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with the following ending “şiş.” The saying goes “€uzerlik çatlasın/nazar eden
patlasın” (may the harmal crack, the evil eye’s giver burst). The harmal plant/
seed is also used as incense for protection from the evil eye. Another variation
is “g€oz edenin g€oz€une kızgın şiş” (hot skewers to the person’s evil eyes).
Therefore, one can say that in this domain, visual narration is a layered phe-
nomenon, and visual elements represent just one facet of the platform’s semi-
otic potential.

Furthermore, Instagram provides a platform for other variations of this pro-
tective rhetoric that revolves around the act of praying. According to Kalafat
(1993, 273), in Anatolian folk beliefs, people believed to have been affected by
the evil eye are prayed over. If the person reciting the prayer begins to yawn,
it is said, “It has struck the eye (g€oze gelmiş), may the eye of the one who cast
the evil eye pop out (nazar edenin g€oz€u çıksın),” attempting to heal the evil eye.
In a similar way, Instagram captions such as “bakmışken dua et nazar
deymesin”12 (pray while looking so that the evil eye won’t strike) invites the
viewers to pray.

Another significant practice is to utilize hashtags to motivate viewers to say
“Maşallah” to ward off the evil eye. Originally intended to categorize content
on Instagram by subject, hashtags like #Maşallahdemeyiunutmayın (#dont
forgettosayMaşallah) and #wewouldloveyourmashallah (#birMaşallahınızıalırız)
act as prompts for the audience to engage in these protective prayer mantras.
One could argue that this evolving form of digital discourse creates an implicit
form of conformity, leading users to inadvertently partake in these protective
measures. This acts as a way of forced conformity in which, in some cases,
while scrolling the post, one involuntarily reads the hashtags and prayers. This
leads the observer to recite a prayer without realizing it. Analogously, in daily
life, one can observe the practice of attaching “Maşallah” labels or pendants to
children, along with amulets or prayers sewn onto their collars with a needle
to protect them from the evil eye. Similarly, prayer stickers are used to protect
cars from accidents and the evil eye, with the owner decorating them with evil
eye beads and writings of “Maşallah.” The placement of prayer stickers is also
an important choice. The protective prayer “Bismillahirrahmanirrahim” (in the
name of God) is usually stuck on the car door handles. It’s done so that your
eyes fall on it when opening the door, and you enter the car with a prayer.
Tags on vehicle handles or the spontaneous recitation of “Allah korusun” (may
God protect us) prompted by the sight of such annotated jewelry serve as a
reminder to verbalize “Maşallah.” It’s as though posts are symbolically adorned
with prayerful words, akin to jewelry, through the use of hashtags.

To prevent jealousy, notable hashtags containing prayers are used, particularly
by those wishing for children. These include phrases such as “may God grant it
to all who wish” (#Allahisteyenherkeseversin), “may God give you one too”
(#Allahsizedeversin), “please don’t gaze with the evil eye” (#nazaretmeneolur), and
“don’t worry, you’ll have yours too” (#meraketmesenindeolur). We see that the
person viewing the post adheres to the suggestion and reminder to “don’t forget
to say Mashallah” carried by the hashtag. This can be observed by the evil eye
and praying hands emojis added to the comments. A mother who says that
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she frequently uses the praying hands emoji explains that she wants to convey
the message “you won’t get the evil eye from me, my prayers are with you.”
She expresses it as follows: “I look at you with good intentions; your happiness
makes me happy. I want to convey the message ‘always be happy.’ I didn’t
envy you; I didn’t look at you with bad intentions.” Such treatment is also rein-
forced in the sharing of the mothers concerning the ceremonies revolving
around the newborn like the mevl€ud ceremony written in one post accompanied
with a prayer beads emoji: “Thank God we have recited the Quran,May Allah
accept.” This might suggest a nuanced form of social pressure within specific
online communities concerning traditional protocols for newborn welcoming. In
the digital space, hashtags serve as both a protective invocation and an invita-
tion for collective participation in this symbolic act of being under God’s eye.
They also function as a demonstration of conformity to the familial and societal
expectations of this specific conservative group.

Linguistic Reinforcement: T€u t€u t€u
In Anatolian folk beliefs, in the process of treating the evil eye, it is known
that the person reciting the prayer blows three times with the “t€u t€u t€u” sound
at certain intervals onto the face, the limb expected to be healed, or the entire
body of the person affected by enchantment or the evil eye. Before blowing,
they also say “t€u t€u t€u, Bismillah” (In the name of God) (Kalafat, 1993, 273).
Among the intricate dialogues of Instagram, the hashtag #t€ut€uMaşallah also
emerges as a salient digital expression of traditional protective mechanisms. In
Turkish, the word “t€u t€u t€u” holds a unique linguistic significance as it imitates
the sound of spitting. This linguistic phenomenon can be attributed to the ono-
matopoeic nature of language. Onomatopoeia is a linguistic device in which
words mimic or resemble the sounds associated with the objects, actions, or
events they describe. In this case, “t€u t€u t€u” mirrors the sound produced when
someone spits. “T€u t€u t€u” in the hashtag provide a direct connection between
the spoken word and sensory experiences and might be read with the folkloric
dichotomy of wet and dry. According to Berger (2012, 1101), “wet” signifies
life, denoted by elements like saliva, milk, and blood, while “dry” represents
destructive forces leading to dissolution, decay, and death. In this sense, the
act of “spitting” metaphorically is an effort to wet the source against the dry-
ing threat caused by the evil eye since the wicked eye steals the fertile, pro-
ductive blessed liquor of life that a person has. A state of emotion accumulated
in the eyes finds expression through the evil eye. Furthering this analysis,
Taburo�glu (2017, 33) contends that this ejaculation of the eye does not result in
something fertile; on the contrary, it consumes the vitality of the object. It is a
reflection of the desire of one who is seduced by what the other has. In this
sense, spitting symbolically gains a function to rewet life that is endangered by
the drying, exhausting, and draining power of the evil gaze. Within this frame-
work, the act of spitting, especially when combined with the utterance
“Maşallah,” can be interpreted as a counteractive measure, reviving the life
essence drained by the evil eye. Thus, the combination of “t€u t€u t€u” (the act of
spitting) with the protective prayer “Maşallah” results in the potent hashtag
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#t€ut€ut€uMaşallah. This combination transforms what is essentially a basic mech-
anism of social media tagging into a distinctive element within the discourse
of filtered infant images.

Overall, the practices that I conceptually grouped under the names of
“Protective Partiality” and “Eliciting Safeguard” are achieving significant
outcomes in the realm of digital representation of motherhood and infancy
on Instagram. The production, editing, and sharing of infant images on
Instagram discussed under the group of “Protective Partiality” and the pre-
ferred ways of interaction through linguistic reinforcements, engaged with
hashtags, comments, and profile descriptions elaborated under the group
“Eliciting Safeguard,” have mapped the unwritten codes and tensions of
sharing Instagrammable infant photographs. When protective elements
coalesce, their efficacy is believed to amplify. According to Taburo�glu, it is
assumed that when the right things come together in a “muska bohçası”
(good-luck charm bundle), the magic power amplifies. For example, a
prayer might be accompanied by the act of spitting or adopting particular
bodily postures, such as placing hands over the heart during praying (2017,
23). Parallel to this notion, when mothers present images of their newborns
on Instagram as if preparing a good luck charm bundle, a frenetic act of
“adding” to the post can be observed. This principle of combined anti-nazar
measures is evident in the multifaceted Instagram posts, ranging from blur-
ring or cropping of the infant’s face, the incorporation of a virtual blue-bead
emoticon, invocation of protective prayers, adding praying hand emojis,
and the use of directive hashtags, among others. These diverse oral, textual,
visual, and symbolic measures merge to safeguard against the malevolent
gaze. The basic snapshot becomes a multi-layered, complex cultural icon
reflecting the everyday life struggles of modern Turkey that oscillates
between traditional-conservative and contemporary ways of being. All these
practices indicate a sophisticated approach to navigating the digital space,
balancing modern social media engagement with traditional protective
measures. Collectively, they reveal a tactical thinking process that prioritizes
individual agency, enabling mothers to assert their identities and those of
their children in a controlled and culturally resonant manner.

CONCLUSION

The initial anecdote of a mother sharing a celebratory image of her newborn
with a pink flower emoji obscuring the baby’s face and the accompanying com-
ments under the post now stands as a comprehensive example of these practi-
ces. This choice, initially puzzling, reflects how the history of photography is
deeply intertwined with the culture it emerges from and the context it reflects.
Here, in this example, there is a careful negotiation between the desire to share
personal milestones and the need to protect against the perceived threats of
the evil eye and unwanted public scrutiny. At the same time, there is an oscil-
lation between “coming out better” and the “permissibility” of maternal and
infantile image-sharing.
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Striving to look one’s best and showcasing the most picture-perfect aspects
of one’s appearance has been a central motivation behind photographic por-
traiture since its inception. Christopher Pinney refers to this as the aspiration
to “come out better” (2003, 214). Over the years, the standards for achieving
this ideal look and the corresponding notions of what constitutes one’s best
appearance have evolved. What is considered photogenic or, as it is now
called, Instagrammable, is constantly changing, adapting to cultural trends and
technological advancements, which can be tracked through the poses of the sit-
ter in front of the lens. In the studio photography era around 1900, subjects
posed stoically, with serious expressions, never smiling at the camera as it was
associated with drunks or peasants. This changed with the Kodak era, when
spontaneous and joyful snapshots popularized by Kodak featured big, beaming
smiles. Kotchemidova (2005, 5) argues that the widespread acceptance of the
open smile in photography is a learned consensus. She suggests that this con-
sensus emerged from Kodak’s manufactured culture, where early 20th-century
advertising and magazines promoted wide-mouthed grins as the standard of
pleasure. As we transitioned into the era of selfies, the face of the poser trans-
formed yet again, with playful and exaggerated expressions such as the duck-
face or pouty lips. In the context of this research, one encountered the current
trend of emoji-blocked baby faces and obscured poses on social media.
Borrowing Kotchemidova’s comment on ‘the learned consensus of the Kodak
smile,’ this research posed a similar question. There is a consensus among con-
servative-inclined families about sharing infant photographs that disguise the
smile and facial features, prompting the question: how did this consensus
arise, who produced it, and why? Through this research, the answers to these
questions have been tracked in the practices of mothers and in the context of
traditional evil eye beliefs.
Instagram mothers participating in the survey were personally protected

against the evil eye by their elders during their own childhoods. According
to their narrations, they were shielded through various means: wearing an
evil eye bead, entrusting protection to the Almighty Creator with the recita-
tion of the Muawwidhatayn surahs, Ayat al-Kursi, Nas, and Falaq surahs, and
being spat upon while saying “t€u t€u t€u Maşallah” to ward off the evil eye.
Furthermore, in response to praise, their parents would say, “scratch your
bum so the evil eye won’t hit,” bite their tongues, pull their ears, and knock
on wood. Their mothers, grandmothers, aunts, and great-aunts called them
“ugly” instead of “cute” and kept them away from strangers for forty-days
after birth. They underwent the forty-day washing ceremony, mevl€ut reciting
events, and the lead-melting ritual. Prayed-over cloths, rue herbs, and salt
were burnt around them.
These mothers, who experienced all these real-time, hands-on practices

firsthand during their childhood, have rewritten the rules for their children
in the digital age. They bend the traditional rules within the context of
social media, which can be seen as a form of cultural appropriation.
Through their selective adoption and reinterpretation of cultural practices
and symbols associated with motherhood and infancy, they open up a space
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for representing their motherhood as social capital. By employing a
“showing without showing” approach, they have defined the consensus of
posing, framing, editing, and sharing, describing a post on Instagram.
Furthermore, they carve out a digital domain that both follows and chal-
lenges mainstream standards of visibility. This selective adaptation allows
them to navigate and negotiate their roles within the family while also par-
ticipating in the broader, often performative, world of social media. It is a
tactical response, navigating between traditional/conservative expectations
and personal boundaries.

By trying to pinpoint mothers’ tactical maneuvers of sharing maternal and
infant imagery, conceptually grouped under the names of “Protective
Partiality” and “Eliciting Safeguard,” this research tried to shed light on this
peculiar way of editing and sharing Instagrammable infant photography in the
context of Turkey, within the cultural background of the evil eye. “Protective
Partiality” comprises visual tactics mothers employ to protect their infants
while sharing their images on Instagram. These practices create a visually cura-
ted and protected representation of the infant, maintaining the mother’s online
presence while adhering to traditional beliefs. “Eliciting Safeguard” encom-
passes the linguistic and interactive methods mothers use to reinforce protec-
tion against the evil eye on Instagram. These methods involve the community
in protective practices, blending traditional practices with the interactive nature
of social media. On one hand, this endeavor tracked how the superstition of
the evil eye tradition and forty-day rituals have been transferred and practiced
in the realm of digital social media. On the other hand, it deepened the discus-
sion by giving a voice to new mothers and interpreting their discourses. The
study suggests that the esthetic choices of mothers are part of the ongoing pol-
itics of visibility that governs the “permissibility” of maternal and infantile
image-sharing in an online arena. This intersection forms a new visual custom
on Instagram, redefining what is deemed Instagrammable in terms of infant
images and expanding the scope of digital anthropology and visual culture
studies.

As Christopher Pinney, Pierre Bourdieu, and Lev Manovich, the criteria for
what is considered a “good” photograph have always been in flux, shaped by
esthetic preferences and technological capabilities. The concept of
Instagrammability has particularly revolutionized visual culture, where certain
esthetics, such as vibrant flat walls and simple patterns that look good on
smartphone screens, redefine photographic esthetics. This mutual relationship
also prompts deeper questions about the recursive nature of visual culture.
Thus, asking questions that become recursive, where effects change causes,
might be interesting to close the discussion. In this research interest, one can
ask: how have women navigating the evil eye on Instagram changed the way
that the evil eye is understood in everyday life? How has the online evil eye
changed the concept of the evil eye? Reflecting on these following questions
might further underscore the dynamic interplay between tradition and mod-
ernity, highlighting the evolving ways cultural practices are adapted and rede-
fined in the digital age.
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NOTES

1. The author is indebted to Prof. Dr. Dilek Kaya and Dr. Lachlan Summers for their
valuable and insightful comments.

2. “Sharenting” is a term that combines “sharing” and “parenting” denote the
phenomenon wherein parents share particulars pertaining to their minor children via
online mediums. Sharenting encompasses the circulation of photographic imagery,
video content, anecdotal narratives, and updates encapsulating the child’s existence.
While it allows for family and friends to stay updated, it also raises concerns about
privacy and the child’s digital footprint (Walrave et al., 2023).

3. This research was conducted in compliance with ethical standards and received
formal approval from the Ethics Committee of Yaşar University on March 21, 2024,
which included the following members: Prof. Dr. Aylin G€uney, Prof. Dr. Mesut Erol
Sezer, Prof. Dr. Ali Timur Demirbaş, Prof. Dr. Şefik G€ung€or, Prof. Dr. Emre €Ozgen,
Prof. Dr. Burcu D€onmez, Prof. Dr. Y€ucel €Ozt€urko�glu, and Av. Serkan Ayan.

4. It’s salient to note, when searching for all these hashtags, not all of them will be
related to newborns because it is a cultural pattern to say “Maşallah” (God bless you)
and give deferential reference to God in response to a compliment or words of praise
for positive things (such as news on marriage, a successful endeavor, joy in family
etc.) against evil eye.

5. The list goes on as follows: #Allahkorusun (God forbid), #Allahnazardansaklasın,
#Allahnazardankorusun (May God protect you from the evil eye), #40g€unl€uk (40 days
old), #Annesininkızı (mama’s girl), #Annesinino�glu (mama’s boy), and
#Allahisteyenherkeseversin, #Allahherkesenasipetsin (may God give [a baby] to everyone
who wants one).

6. Given the nebulous ethical landscape surrounding social media research, this
investigation leaned on contemporary discourses on digital research ethics
(referenced in The British Psychological Society, 2021; Townsend and Wallace, 2016;
Sormanen & Lauk, 2016; Haimson et al., 2016; Highfield & Leaver 2016; Moreno
et al., 2013). Although Instagram is a photo-sharing platform to see and to be seen,
in order not to be only a “voyeur” and ensure informed consent, my Instagram
profile dedicated for this research, clearly communicated its research purpose,
furnished with contact details and academic affiliations.

7. An early quantitative investigation into the evil eye in the Turkish context on digital
platforms is highlighted in the study by Sabuncuo�glu and Saatçio�glu (2017). This
study utilizes quantitative content analysis to explore the use of hashtags on
Instagram as a means of protection against the evil eye, notably in posts related to
children. The findings indicate a higher propensity among women to employ these
hashtags. Additionally, Algharabali and Taqi (2020) conducted a study within the
Kuwaiti context, examining both verbal and nonverbal expressions of the evil eye in
online interactions on social media platforms.

8. Academic discourse emphasizes the need to balance the freedom of expression with
the right to privacy and protection for the younger population. These risks include
not only the immediate violation of privacy but also the long-term implications for a
child’s digital footprint and potential exposure to online predators such as: privacy
invasion, digital footprint, cyberbullying, online predators, identity theft, future
embarrassment, consent issues, exploitation risks and reduced autonomy
(Livingstone & Third 2017; Aroldi &Vittadini, 2017; Kravchuk, 2021; Lister, 2008).
The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (United Nations, 1989)
suggests that the best interests of the child should be a primary consideration in all
actions concerning children, which extends to their digital presence.
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9. The summarized hesitation of mothers not to share photos of their children on social
media stems from a confluence of ethical concerns, privacy rights, and safety risks.
Some mothers expressed a deliberate decision to wait longer before sharing, citing
not superstition but ethical complexities and the child’s lack of consent as primary
reasons. Mothers exhibit reluctance in posting pictures of their children due to fears
of pedophilia, leading to cautious and infrequent sharing.

10. As a similar study, you can refer to research on “Finsta,” secondary Instagram
accounts created for close friends only, which discusses how the rules of Instagram
have been broken to avoid the pressure of performing on the platform. See Scoth
Ross’ (2019) Being real on fake Instagram: Likes, images, and media ideologies of
value.

11. Throwback Thursday, or #TBT, is a popular online trend where users post old photos
on social media platforms like Instagram, Twitter, and Facebook every Thursday.
These photos, often showcase memorable, amusing moments or fashion styles from
the past, evoking nostalgia and happiness. The trend encompasses a wide range of
memories, from childhood and past vacations to former relationships and songs.
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Throwback_Thursday.

12. For a research study that explores the potential correlation between religious
messages disseminated on Instagram, specifically through pictures and captions,
and their impact on the behavior and attitudes of Indonesian Muslim youth, please
refer to: Nisa, E. F. (2018). Creative and Lucrative Daʿwa: The Visual Culture of
Instagram amongst Female Muslim Youth in Indonesia. Asiascape: Digital Asia, 5(1–
2), 68–99.
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Kalafat, Yaşar. 1993. “G€ok Tanrı _Inancından G€un€um€uze Kadar Efsunlama ‘Tu, Tu, Tu’lama
Uygulamaları.” In Uluslararası Karacao�glan ve Çukurova Halk K€ult€ur€u Sempozyumu Bildirileri,
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